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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 3/3/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

With regard to claims 31 and 32, Applicant has asserted that the Office Action 
ignores an express limitation of claim 31 , namely that the checksum generation 
messages generates a message checksum for a message while the message is being 
received by the bus controller over the communications bus. Examiner wishes to clarify 
the rejection by pointing to column 1 1 , lines 14 - 24 of Yoshida, which state "the data 
transfer is started, and the data check code generation circuits 23 and 73 of the data 
processing unit and the external recording unit 10 start the calculation." Examiner 
interprets this passage as meaning that the data check code generation (checksum) is 
generated (calculated) while the message is being received over the bus. 

In response to Applicant's argument that there is no motivation to combine, 
Examiner maintains that error-free data is always desirable in a digital system to have 
correct and reliable operation. Additionally, Yoshida provides motivation for using 
his/her checksum means in column 12, lines 19-23. Here Yoshida explains that 
his/her invention provides correctness of the reception data at the time of the data 
transfer, versus after the time of the data transfer for example. This would indicate to 
one of ordinary skill in this art that Yoshida's invention provides correctness of data with 
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little or no detriment to overall performance since the correctness verification is 
performed in parallel with the data transfer. 

Thus, examiner cannot allow claims 31 and 32. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Amended claims 1, 12, 42, 43, and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) 
contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. Claims 1,12, 42, 43, 
and 44 recite a first-in first-out (FIFO) buffer coupled to the send machine and coupled 
between the host processor and the bus controller but not between the send machine 
and the bus controller. Figure 2A of the applicant's disclosure clearly shows a first FIFO 
(214) coupled between a send machine (210) and a bus controller (208) by way of bus 
(218) and bus (216). Similarly, Figure 2A clearly shows a second FIFO (226) coupled 
between a receive machine (222) and a bus controller (208) by way of bus (230) and 
bus (228). 
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Claim Objections 

Claim 1 1 recites the limitation "the byte timer" in lines 1 -2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1 -4, 14, 16, 17, 18, 20, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Liu et al. 

With regard to claim 1, Liu et al. describe a computer system comprising: 

A communications bus implemented in accordance with an Inter-IC bus 
specification (Figure 1, 2, item 107); 

A bus controller coupled to the communications bus (where a bus controller may 
be interpreted as a system interface processor; column 6, lines 19 - 23); 

A send machine (Figure 2, items 207) coupled between a host processor (Figure 
1 , item 101) and the bus controller (where a send machine may be interpreted as a 
message data register (MDR); column 7, lines 16 - 25); 
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A first first-in first-out (FIFO) buffer coupled to the send machine and coupled 
between the host processor and the bus controller (where a FIFO buffer may be 
interpreted as a request queue; Figure 2, item 203; column 7, lines 16-21). 

With regard to claim 2, Liu et al. describe the computer system of claim 1 , 
wherein the first FIFO buffer comprises means for receiving a plurality of bytes from the 
host processor without interrupting the host processor (column 7, lines 25 - 26; Figure 
2, items 203, 205 show that both queues are a size of 1 K - either bits or bytes would 
meet the limitation of a plurality of bytes; column 10, lines 24 - 34 tell of how a 
messages is placed into the request buffer, but note that the interrupt is not generated 
until a response is received from the I2C device). 

With regard to claim 3, Liu et al. describe the computer system of claim 1, 
wherein: 

The first FIFO buffer comprises means for receiving a plurality of bytes from the 
host processor ((column 7, lines 25 - 26; Figure 2, items 203, 205 show that both 
queues are a size of 1 K - either bits or bytes would meet the limitation of a plurality of 
bytes); 

The send machine comprises means for transmitting the plurality of bytes over 
the communications bus without interrupt the host processor (column 10, lines 24 - 34 
tell of how a messages is placed into the request buffer and processed by the interface, 
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but note that the interrupt is not generated until a response is received from the I2C 
device). 

With regard to claim 4, Liu et al. describe the computer system of claim 1 , further 
comprising: 

A receive machine coupled between the host processor and the bus controller 
(where a receive machine may be interpreted as a message data register (MDR); 
column 7, lines 16 - 25); 

A second FIFO buffer coupled to the receive machine and coupled between the 
host processor and the bus controller (where a FIFO buffer may be interpreted as a 
response queue; Figure 2, item 205; column 7, lines 16-21). 



Claims 12, 28, and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Johnson et al. 

With regard to claim 12, Johnson et al. teach a computer system comprising: 
A communications bus implemented in accordance with an Inter-IC bus 

specification (Figure 4, 7, item 310; column 7, lines 10-12); 

A bus controller coupled to the communications bus (where a bus controller may 

be interpreted as a system interface processor; column 11, lines 31 - 36, 61 - 65); 
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A send machine (Figure 7, item 707) coupled between a host processor (Figure 
4, item 200) and the bus controller (where a send machine may be interpreted as a 
message data register (MDR); column 12, lines 17 - 32), the send machine comprising 
means for transmitting the plurality of bytes over the communications bus without 
interrupting the host processor (column 14, lines 18-38, and column 15, lines 40 - 51 
tell of how a messages is placed into the request buffer and processed by the interface, 
but note that the interrupt may not be generated until a response is received from the 
I2C device). 

A first first-in first-out (FIFO) buffer coupled to the send machine and coupled 
between the host processor and the bus controller (where a FIFO buffer may be 
interpreted as a request queue; Figure 7, item 516; column 12, lines 7-10, the first 
FIFO comprising means for receiving a plurality of bytes from the host processor without 
interrupting the host processor (column 12, lines 26 - 30; Figure 7, items 516, 514 show 
that both queues are a size of 1 K - either bits or bytes would meet the limitation of a 
plurality of bytes; column 15, lines 40 - 51 tell of how a messages is placed into the 
request buffer, but note that the interrupt is not generated until a response is received 
from the I2C device). 

A receive machine (Figure 7, item 707) coupled between the host processor and 
the bus controller (where a receive machine may be interpreted as a message data 
register (MDR); column 12, lines 17 - 32), the receive machine comprising means for 
receiving the plurality of bytes over the communications bus without interrupting the 
host processor (column 14, lines 18-38; column 15, lines 40-51 tell of how the 
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response bytes are written into the response FIFO, and the if directed to do so by the 
device driver, an interrupt is asserted. Examiner interprets this to mean that the device 
driver may also not be directed to assert an interrupt, and therefore the reference 
teaches the limitation of receiving the plurality of bytes without interrupting the 
processor). 

A second FIFO buffer coupled to the receive machine and coupled between the 
host processor and the bus controller (where a FIFO buffer may be interpreted as a 
response queue; Figure 7, item 514; column 12, lines 10-14), the second FIFO buffer 
comprising means for receiving a plurality of bytes from the bus controller without 
interrupting the host processor (column 14, lines 18-38; column 15, lines 40 - 51 tell 
of how the response bytes are written into the response FIFO, and the if directed to do 
so by the device driver, an interrupt is asserted. Examiner interprets this to mean that 
the device driver may also not be directed to assert an interrupt, and therefore the 
reference teaches the limitation of receiving the plurality of bytes without interrupting the 
processor). 

With regard to claim 28, Johnson et al. describe a method for transmitting a 
message comprising a plurality of bytes from a source device having a first host 
processor to a destination device having a second host processor 

With regard to claim 43, Johnson et al. teach a computer system comprising: 
A communications bus (Figure 4, 7, item 310); 
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A bus controller coupled to the communications bus (where a bus controller may 
be interpreted as a system interface processor; column 1 1 , lines 31 - 36, 61 - 65); 

A send machine (Figure 7, item 707) coupled between a host processor (Figure 
4, item 200) and the bus controller (where a send machine may be interpreted as a 
message data register (MDR); column 12, lines 17 - 32), the send machine comprising 
means for transmitting the plurality of bytes over the communications bus without 
interrupting the host processor (column 14, lines 18 - 38, and column 15, lines 40 - 51 
tell of how a messages is placed into the request buffer and processed by the interface, 
but note that the interrupt may not be generated until a response is received from the 
I2C device). 

A first first-in first-out (FIFO) buffer coupled to the send machine and coupled 
between the host processor and the bus controller (where a FIFO buffer may be 
interpreted as a request queue; Figure 7, item 516; column 12, lines 7-10, the first 
FIFO comprising means for receiving a plurality of bytes from the host processor without 
interrupting the host processor (column 12, lines 26 - 30; Figure 7, items 516, 514 show 
that both queues are a size of 1 K - either bits or bytes would meet the limitation of a 
plurality of bytes; column 15, lines 40 - 51 tell of how a messages is placed into the 
request buffer, but note that the interrupt is not generated until a response is received 
from the I2C device). 

A receive machine (Figure 7, item 707) coupled between the host processor and 
the bus controller (where a receive machine may be interpreted as a message data 
register (MDR); column 12, lines 17 - 32), the receive machine comprising means for 
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receiving the plurality of bytes over the communications bus without interrupting the 
host processor (column 14, lines 18 - 38; column 15, lines 40 - 51 tell of how the 
response bytes are written into the response FIFO, and the if directed to do so by the 
device driver, an interrupt is asserted. Examiner interprets this to mean that the device 
driver may also not be directed to assert an interrupt, and therefore the reference 
teaches the limitation of receiving the plurality of bytes without interrupting the 
processor). 

A second FIFO buffer coupled to the receive machine and coupled between the 
host processor and the bus controller (where a FIFO buffer may be interpreted as a 
response queue; Figure 7, item 514; column 12, lines 10-14), the second FIFO buffer 
comprising means for receiving a plurality of bytes from the bus controller without 
interrupting the host processor (column 14, lines 18-38; column 15, lines 40 - 51 tell 
of how the response bytes are written into the response FIFO, and the if directed to do 
so by the device driver, an interrupt is asserted. Examiner interprets this to mean that 
the device driver may also not be directed to assert an interrupt, and therefore the 
reference teaches the limitation of receiving the plurality of bytes without interrupting the 
processor). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Liu et al. 
in view of Yoshida. 

Liu et al. fail to teach wherein the receive machine comprises checksum 
generation means for generating a message checksum for a message while the 
message is being received by the bus controller over the communications bus. 

Yoshida teaches a checksum generation means for generating a message 
checksum for a message while the message is being received by the bus controller over 
the communications bus (where checksum generation means may be interpreted as 
data check code generation circuits; column 11, lines 14 - 24). 

It would have been obvious to one or ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to combine the checksum generation means of Yoshida with the 
system of Liu et al. in order to provide for a means of verifying the data transmitted 
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across the communications bus. This would have been obvious since error-free data is 
critical to the correct operation of a digital system. 



Claims 6 - 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Liu 
et al. in view of Feeney et al. 

With regard to claim 6, Liu et al. describe the computer system of claim 1 , further 
comprising: 

Means for receiving a message from the host processor (Figure 2, items 203, 
207; Figure 4A, item 420); 

Means for attempting to send the message over the communications bus to a 
target device (Figure 4A, item 422); 

Liu et al. fail to teach: 

Means for determining whether the message was received without errors by the 
target device; 

Retry means for attempting again to send the message over the communication 
bus to the target device if it is determined that the message was not received without 
errors by the target; 

Feeney et al. teach means for determining whether the message was received 
without errors through the use of FIFO status registers (Figures 13, 14; column 18, line 
4 - column 20, line 12), and retry means for attempting again to send the message over 
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the communication bus to the target if it is determined that the message was not 
received without errors by the target (column 16, lines 36 - 49 describe retrying 
messages that failed to send). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to incorporate the means of retrying failed messages as taught by 
Feeney et al. into the computer system of Liu et al for the purpose of ensuring the 
delivery of messages on the communication bus. 

With regard to claim 7, Feeney et al. teach the additional limitation wherein the 
retry means comprises means for attempting again to send the message over the 
communications bus to the target device without interrupting the host processor if it is 
determined that the message was not received without errors by the target device 
(column 16, lines 36 - 49 describe retrying a message without involving the processor). 

With regard to claim 8, Feeney et al. teach the additional limitation wherein the 
retry means comprises means for attempting again to send the message over the 
communications bus to the target device without obtaining the message again from the 
host processor if it is determined that the message was not received without errors by 
the target device (column 16, lines 36 -49 describe storing the message in a FIFO in 
order to allow the processor to move onto other tasks). 
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Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Liu et al. 
in view of Cao et al. 

Liu et al. fail to teach a busfree count means for storing a busfree count 
associated with the computer system, a busfree timer for use by the computer system to 
wait an amount of time specified by the busfree count prior to attempting to access the 
communications bus after the communications bus becomes available for use, and a 
fair arbitration block coupled between the host processor and the bus controller, the fair 
arbitration block comprising arbitration means for modifying the busfree count according 
to a priority signal to produce an arbitrated busfree count signal. 

Cao et al. teach: 

A busfree count means for storing a busfree count (where a busfree count may 
be interpreted as an arbitration count number; column 4, lines 42 - 50); 

A busfree timer for use by the computer system to wait an amount of time 
specified by the busfree count prior to attempting to access the communications bus 
after the communications bus becomes available for use (where a busfree timer may be 
interpreted as a "quiet slot" counter; column 4, lines 51 - 60); 

A fair arbitration block comprising arbitration means for modifying the busfree 
count according to a priority signal to produce an arbitrated busfree count signal (where 
a busfree count may be interpreted as an arbitration count number; column 5, lines 59 - 
64). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to incorporate the busfree count and busfree timer as taught by 
Cao et al. into the system of Liu et al. for the purpose of providing arbitration amongst 
devices on the communications bus. This would have been obvious since Cao et al. 
teach that their invention provides for more efficient use of bus bandwith (column 10, 
lines 25 - 59), along with permitting data communication with a very small probability of 
data collisions (column 4, lines 32 - 34). 



Claims 10 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Liu et al. in view of Webb et al. 

With regard to claim 10, Liu et al. fail to teach a byte timer coupled between the 
bus controller and the host processor. 

Webb et al. teach a byte timer (where a byte timer may be interpreted as a no- 
response timer; column 13, lines 49 - 60). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to include the byte timer as taught by Webb et al. into the system 
of Liu et al. This would have been obvious in order to provide a method of ensuring that 
a communication link (or bus) is operating properly, and prevent the system from 
wasting time sending messages to processors/terminals that are not responsive 
(column 14, lines 11-19). 
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With regard to claim 1 1 , Webb et al. teach the additional limitation wherein the 
byte timer (interpreted as a no-response timer) comprises means for determining 
whether the host processor has failed and means for generating a signal indicating 
whether the host processor has failed (where a host processor may be interpreted as a 
terminal; where generating a signal indicating the processor has failed may be 
interpreted as marking a terminal as being "offline or "down"; column 13, line 49 - 
column 14, line 30). 



Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Johnson 
et al. in view of Feeney et al., in view of Cao et al., and further in view of Webb et al. 

Johnson et al. teach a computer system of claim 12 further comprising: 

Means for receiving a message from the host processor (Figure 7, items 516, 
707; column 12, lines 26 - 32); 

Means for attempting to send the message over the communications bus to a 
target device (column 15, lines 15-36 give an example of how a message is sent over 
the communications bus to a target device (microcontroller)). 

Means for determining whether the message was received without errors by the 
target device (column 15, lines 62 - 64). 
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Johnson et al. fail to describe a retry means, a busfree count means, a busfree 
count timer, a fair arbitration block, and a byte timer. 

Feeney et al. teach retry means for attempting again to send the message over 
the communications bus to the target device without interrupting the host processor if it 
is determined that the message was not received without errors by the target device 
(column 16, lines 36 - 49 describe retrying messages that failed to send; column 16, 
lines 36 - 49 describe retrying a message without involving the processor). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to incorporate the means of retrying failed messages as taught by 
Feeney et al. into the computer system of Liu et al for the purpose of ensuring the 
delivery of messages on the communication bus. 

Cao et al. teach: 

A busfree count means for storing a busfree count (where a busfree count may 
be interpreted as an arbitration count number; column 4, lines 42 - 50); 

A busfree timer for use by the computer system to wait an amount of time 
specified by the busfree count prior to attempting to access the communications bus 
after the communications bus becomes available for use (where a busfree timer may be 
interpreted as a "quiet slot" counter; column 4, lines 51 - 60); 

A fair arbitration block comprising arbitration means for modifying the busfree 
count according to a priority signal to produce an arbitrated busfree count signal (where 
a busfree count may be interpreted as an arbitration count number; column 5, lines 59 - 
64). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to incorporate the busfree count and busfree timer as taught by 
Cao et al. into the system of Liu et al. for the purpose of providing arbitration amongst 
devices on the communications bus. This would have been obvious since Cao et al. 
teach that their invention provides for more efficient use of bus bandwith (column 10, 
lines 25 - 59), along with permitting data communication with a very small probability of 
data collisions (column 4, lines 32 - 34). 

Webb et al. teach a byte timer comprising means for determining whether the 
host processor has failed and means for generating a signal indicating whether the host 
processor has failed (where a byte timer may be interpreted as a no-response timer; 
column 13, lines 49 - 60; where a host processor may be interpreted as a terminal; 
where generating a signal indicating the processor has failed may be interpreted as 
marking a terminal as being "offline or "down"; column 13, line 49 - column 14, line 30). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to include the byte timer as taught by Webb et al. into the system 
of Liu et al. This would have been obvious in order to provide a method of ensuring that 
a communication link (or bus) is operating properly, and prevent the system from 
wasting time sending messages to processors/terminals that are not responsive 
(column 14, lines 11-19). 
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Claims 31 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Liu et al. in view of Yoshida. 

Liu et al. teach a computer system comprising: 

A communications bus implemented in accordance with an Inter-IC bus 
specification (Figure 1, 2, item 107); 

A bus controller coupled to the communications bus (where a bus controller may 
be interpreted as a system interface processor; column 6, lines 19 - 23); 

A receive machine coupled to the communications bus (where a receive machine 
may be interpreted as a message data register (MDR); column 7, lines 16 - 25); 

A host processor coupled to the receive machine (Figure 1, item 101); 

Liu et al. fail to teach wherein the receive machine comprises checksum 
generation means for generating a message checksum for a message while the 
message is being received by the bus controller over the communications bus. 

Yoshida teaches a checksum generation means for generating a message 
checksum for a message while the message is being received by the bus controller over 
the communications bus (where checksum generation means may be interpreted as 
data check code generation circuits; column 11, lines 14 - 24). 

It would have been obvious to one or ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to combine the checksum generation means of Yoshida with the 
system of Liu et al. in order to provide for a means of verifying the data transmitted 
across the communications bus. This would have been obvious since error-free data is 
critical to the correct operation of a digital system. 
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With regard to claim 32, Yoshida teaches the additional limitation wherein the 
checksum generation means comprises means for generating the message checksum 
without interrupting the host processor (column 11, lines 14-24 describe the data 
check code generation circuits (Figure 21, item 23) generating the checksum, which 
examiner identifies as separate hardware from the host processor (interpreted as a data 
processor in this reference). 



Claim 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Johnson 
et al. in view of Feeney et al., in view of Cao et al., and further in view of Webb et al. 
Johnson et al. teach a computer system comprising: 
A communications bus (Figure 4, 7, item 310); 

A bus controller coupled to the communications bus (where a bus controller may 
be interpreted as a system interface processor; column 11, lines 31 - 36, 61 - 65); 

A send machine (Figure 7, item 707) coupled between a host processor (Figure 
4, item 200) and the bus controller (where a send machine may be interpreted as a 
message data register (MDR); column 12, lines 17 - 32), the send machine comprising 
means for transmitting the plurality of bytes over the communications bus without 
interrupting the host processor (column 14, lines 18 - 38, and column 15, lines 40 - 51 
tell of how a messages is placed into the request buffer and processed by the interface, 
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but note that the interrupt may not be generated until a response is received from the 
I2C device). 

A first first-in first-out (FIFO) buffer coupled to the send machine and coupled 
between the host processor and the bus controller (where a FIFO buffer may be 
interpreted as a request queue; Figure 7, item 516; column 12, lines 7-10, the first 
FIFO comprising means for receiving a plurality of bytes from the host processor without 
interrupting the host processor (column 12, lines 26 - 30; Figure 7, items 516, 514 show 
that both queues are a size of 1K - either bits or bytes would meet the limitation of a 
plurality of bytes; column 15, lines 40 - 51 tell of how a messages is placed into the 
request buffer, but note that the interrupt is not generated until a response is received 
from the I2C device). 

A receive machine (Figure 7, item 707) coupled between the host processor and 
the bus controller (where a receive machine may be interpreted as a message data 
register (MDR); column 12, lines 17 - 32), the receive machine comprising means for 
receiving the plurality of bytes over the communications bus without interrupting the 
host processor (column 14, lines 18-38; column 15, lines 40 - 51 tell of how the 
response bytes are written into the response FIFO, and the if directed to do so by the 
device driver, an interrupt is asserted. Examiner interprets this to mean that the device 
driver may also not be directed to assert an interrupt, and therefore the reference 
teaches the limitation of receiving the plurality of bytes without interrupting the 
processor). 
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A second FIFO buffer coupled to the receive machine and coupled between the 
host processor and the bus controller (where a FIFO buffer may be interpreted as a 
response queue; Figure 7, item 514; column 12, lines 10-14), the second FIFO buffer 
comprising means for receiving a plurality of bytes from the bus controller without 
interrupting the host processor (column 14, lines 18-38; column 15, lines 40 - 51 tell 
of how the response bytes are written into the response FIFO, and the if directed to do 
so by the device driver, an interrupt is asserted. Examiner interprets this to mean that 
the device driver may also not be directed to assert an interrupt, and therefore the 
reference teaches the limitation of receiving the plurality of bytes without interrupting the 
processor). 

Means for receiving a message from the host processor (Figure 7, items 516, 
707; column 12, lines 26 - 32); 

Means for attempting to send the message over the communications bus to a 
target device (column 15, lines 15-36 give an example of how a message is sent over 
the communications bus to a target device (microcontroller)). 

Means for determining whether the message was received without errors by the 
target device (column 15, lines 62 - 64). 

Johnson et al. fail to describe a retry means, a busfree count means, a busfree 
count timer, a fair arbitration block, and a byte timer. 

Feeney et al. teach retry means for attempting again to send the message over 
the communications bus to the target device without interrupting the host processor if it 
is determined that the message was not received without errors by the target device 
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(column 16, lines 36-49 describe retrying messages that failed to send; column 16, 
lines 36 - 49 describe retrying a message without involving the processor). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to incorporate the means of retrying failed messages as taught by 
Feeney et al. into the computer system of Liu et al for the purpose of ensuring the 
delivery of messages on the communication bus. 

Cao et al. teach: 

A busfree count means for storing a busfree count (where a busfree count may 
be interpreted as an arbitration count number; column 4, lines 42 - 50); 

A busfree timer for use by the computer system to wait an amount of time 
specified by the busfree count prior to attempting to access the communications bus 
after the communications bus becomes available for use (where a busfree timer may be 
interpreted as a "quiet slot" counter; column 4, lines 51 - 60); 

A fair arbitration block comprising arbitration means for modifying the busfree 
count according to a priority signal to produce an arbitrated busfree count signal (where 
a busfree count may be interpreted as an arbitration count number; column 5, lines 59 - 
64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to incorporate the busfree count and busfree timer as taught by 
Cao et al. into the system of Liu et al. for the purpose of providing arbitration amongst 
devices on the communications bus. This would have been obvious since Cao et al. 
teach that their invention provides for more efficient use of bus bandwith (column 10, 
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lines 25 - 59), along with permitting data communication with a very small probability of 
data collisions (column 4, lines 32 - 34). 

Webb et al. teach a byte timer comprising means for determining whether the 
host processor has failed and means for generating a signal indicating whether the host 
processor has failed (where a byte timer may be interpreted as a no-response timer; 
column 13, lines 49 - 60; where a host processor may be interpreted as a terminal; 
where generating a signal indicating the processor has failed may be interpreted as 
marking a terminal as being "offline or "down"; column 13, line 49 - column 14, line 30). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to include the byte timer as taught by Webb et al. into the system 
of Liu et al. This would have been obvious in order to provide a method of ensuring that 
a communication link (or bus) is operating properly, and prevent the system from 
wasting time sending messages to processors/terminals that are not responsive 
(column 14, lines 11 - 19). 



Claim 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Johnson 
et al. in view of Cao et al. 

Johnson et al. teach a device for use in a computer system including a 
communications bus and a bus controller coupled to the communications bus, the 
device comprising: 
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A send machine (Figure 7, item 707) coupled between a host processor (Figure 
4, item 200) and the bus controller (where a send machine may be interpreted as a 
message data register (MDR); column 12, lines 17 - 32), the send machine comprising 
means for transmitting the plurality of bytes over the communications bus without 
interrupting the host processor (column 14, lines 18-38, and column 15, lines 40 - 51 
tell of how a messages is placed into the request buffer and processed by the interface, 
but note that the interrupt may not be generated until a response is received from the 
I2C device). 

A first first-in first-out (FIFO) buffer coupled to the send machine and coupled 
between the host processor and the bus controller (where a FIFO buffer may be 
interpreted as a request queue; Figure 7, item 516; column 12, lines 7-10, the first 
FIFO comprising means for receiving a plurality of bytes from the host processor without 
interrupting the host processor (column 12, lines 26 - 30; Figure 7, items 516, 514 show 
that both queues are a size of 1 K - either bits or bytes would meet the limitation of a 
plurality of bytes; column 15, lines 40 - 51 tell of how a messages is placed into the 
request buffer, but note that the interrupt is not generated until a response is received 
from the I2C device). 

A receive machine (Figure 7, item 707) coupled between the host processor and 
the bus controller (where a receive machine may be interpreted as a message data 
register (MDR); column 12, lines 17 - 32), the receive machine comprising means for 
receiving the plurality of bytes over the communications bus without interrupting the 
host processor (column 14, lines 18-38; column 15, lines 40 - 51 tell of how the 
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response bytes are written into the response FIFO, and the if directed to do so by the 
device driver, an interrupt is asserted. Examiner interprets this to mean that the device 
driver may also not be directed to assert an interrupt, and therefore the reference 
teaches the limitation of receiving the plurality of bytes without interrupting the 
processor). 

A second FIFO buffer coupled to the receive machine and coupled between the 
host processor and the bus controller (where a FIFO buffer may be interpreted as a 
response queue; Figure 7, item 514; column 12, lines 10-14), the second FIFO buffer 
comprising means for receiving a plurality of bytes from the bus controller without 
interrupting the host processor (column 14, lines 18 - 38; column 15, lines 40 - 51 tell 
of how the response bytes are written into the response FIFO, and the if directed to do 
so by the device driver, an interrupt is asserted. Examiner interprets this to mean that 
the device driver may also not be directed to assert an interrupt, and therefore the 
reference teaches the limitation of receiving the plurality of bytes without interrupting the 
processor). 

Johnson et al. fail to describe a busfree count storage means, a busfree count 
timer, a fair arbitration block, and a byte timer. 
Cao et al. teach: 

A busfree count storage means for storing a busfree count (where a busfree 
count may be interpreted as an arbitration count number; column 4, lines 42 - 50); 

A busfree timer for use by the computer system to wait an amount of time 
specified by the busfree count prior to attempting to access the communications bus 
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after the communications bus becomes available for use (where a busfree timer may be 
interpreted as a "quiet slot" counter; column 4, lines 51 - 60); 

A fair arbitration block comprising arbitration means for modifying the busfree 
count according to a priority signal to produce an arbitrated busfree count signal (where 
a busfree count may be interpreted as an arbitration count number; column 5, lines 59 - 
64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
invention by applicant to incorporate the busfree count and busfree timer as taught by 
Cao et al. into the system of Liu et al. for the purpose of providing arbitration amongst 
devices on the communications bus. This would have been obvious since Cao et al. 
teach that their invention provides for more efficient use of bus bandwith (column 10, 
lines 25 - 59), along with permitting data communication with a very small probability of 
data collisions (column 4, lines 32 - 34). 
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Allowable Subject Matter 



Claims 14, 16-18, 20, 21 , 28 - 30, 33, 34, 38, 40, and 41 are allowed. 



Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew D. Spittle whose telephone number is (571) 
272-2467. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8 - 4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cottingham can be reached on 571-272-7079. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



MDS 





